In academic medicine, publication of scholarly work is one metric of success and productivity. Even for positions that are primarily clinical, publication of original research, review articles, educational materials or other academic communications is still required for promotion in a Clinician-Scholar/Clinician-Teacher track. Promotion is based on clinical reputation and productivity, scholarly work and teaching, without a requirement for independent grant funding. Junior faculty in clinical tracks may struggle to publish because of multiple competing demands, including heavy clinical schedules, family responsibilities and the long delay to clinical research results. 1 To try to address these challenges, we formed the 'Write Club' at Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center. The goal of the Write Club for participants was to complete at least one written product for peer review within 6 months.
The Write Club was held monthly for six consecutive months from January 2016 to Write Club participants assigned one or more goals for themselves during the 6-month period: submit a research paper (n = 6), submit a review article, book chapter or letter (n = 1), submit a research protocol (n = 2), or submit a grant application (n = 1). Each participant was encouraged to formulate specific timelines for the intended project(s). The structure of the Write Club was informal and focused on progress towards individual goals. Group discussion often included exploration of personal and institutional barriers and suggestions for their resolution. A survey after the first meeting revealed multiple barriers to academic productivity. Amount of clinical work was reported as the greatest barrier (n = 4), but difficulty focusing (n = 2) and family commitments (n = 1) were also ranked as the number 1 barrier by at least one participant. Within the top three ranked barriers, procrastination and writer's block were also noted. One participant joined after the first meeting, so did not complete the survey.
After 6 months of meetings, four participants reported the meetings were moderately helpful and four thought they were somewhat helpful. No one thought they were extremely helpful or not helpful. Participants attended a median of 4 meetings (range 1-5) and reported the meetings were most useful for developing a research project timeline or getting a paper submitted. The meetings were less helpful for finishing data analysis, drafting a paper or finishing data collection. Research topics discussed included clinical attending schedules, communicating with collaborators, negotiating access to institutional resources, prioritization of projects, and authorship negotiations. At the outset, the median number of planned submissions was 2, range 1-4. After the 6 months, the median number of submitted papers was 1, range 0-2, although members mentioned other successful academic projects, such as grant submission, giving talks or participating in guidelines committees. Seven participants wanted to continue with Write Club meetings, but four wanted to modify the structure of the meetings. Suggestions included one-on-one meetings rather than group meetings, changing the schedule to every 2 months, moving the meetings to during the workday and focusing on project-specific issues rather than writing timelines. In addition, participants reported that they would especially benefit from information about how to access resources and negotiate challenges in writing papers or conducting clinical research.
In retrospect, the Write Club was designed specifically to facilitate manuscript preparation and submission, but that focus was likely too narrow for all participants. Faculty were at different points in their research projects, so, for some, protocols, data collection and data analysis were more relevant during this particular 6-month period. The Write Club was also designed to facilitate attainment of individual goals through accountability, peer pressure and encouragement. No review of writing products was undertaken within the Write Club, but some people might have found formal feedback helpful. Some participants did not feel they had sufficient material to submit a full length original research article. However, some subspecialty journals, such as Bone Marrow Transplantation, publish letters, reviews, comments, perspectives, commentaries, technical reports and special reports in addition to traditional original research papers, thus supporting all types of communications relevant to the field of transplantation. Some of these article types may be more aligned with the work conducted by clinical faculty.
In summary, the Write Club in its current form met some but not all of the needs of participants to facilitate progress and productivity in scholarly publications. Other formats have been successful for different groups, including establishing a community of writers, 2-5 writing retreats, 6 group writing, 7, 8 focusing on rejected papers, 9 incorporating a writing component into a department-led faculty mentoring program, 10 improving writing and publication skills, 11 and increasing confidence. 12 The Write Club did provide a good forum for interaction between senior and junior faculty regarding the barriers clinical scholars/educators in a field such as HCT face when trying to meet expectations to publish. We plan to modify the format to better align with the suggestions of the participants and conduct another 6-month pilot.
